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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE HELSINKI ACCORDS:
HUMAN RIGHTS

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1977

COMMISSIONT ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE
Washington, D.C.

The Commission met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 2172,
Rayburn I-louse Office Building, Hon. Dante Fascell (chairman) pre-
siding.

In attendance: Commissioners Fascell, Pell, Leahy, Bingham,
Simon, Fenwick, Yates, Buchanan, Stone, and Dole.

Also present: R. Spencer Oliver, staff director and counsel; and
Alfred Friendly, Jr., deputy staff director.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN FASCELL

Chairman FAscFLI. The Commission will come to order, please.
These hearings of the Commission on Security and Cooperation in
Europe have 'been called to begin our consideration of the provisions
of the 1975 Helsinki accords dealing with respect for human rights
and fundamental freedoms and with freer movement of people and
information.

It is our purpose in these hearings and the ones to follow to define
what we know of implementation of the accords and of their violation,
to explore proposals for advancing compliance-here and abroad-
and, to seek advice on the role the accords can and should play in bet-
tering East-West relations.

The Commission's study mission returned from Europe last Novem-
|ber with the finding that the Helsinki Final Act had already been
more productive than Western signatories anticipated and contained a
potential for imporving East-West relations over the long term
far more significant than the initial impact.

That finding was something of a surprise to those who had criticized
the Helsinki process as one of unilateral concessions to Communist
political goals. Since then, however, news reports from Eastern Europe
and the Soviet Union-stories of ordinary citizens as well as educated
political activists citing the Helsinki agreement in campaigns for
redress of grievances-have at least confirmed that the accords are
eliciting an unexpected response inside those countries.

(1)
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That response-and not the action of Western governments-has
made Helinski a catchword for concepts of civil liberty, religious free-
dom and human rights in general. The response has been met by
repression-arrests of the most vocal advocates of the Helsinki spirit
in the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia, police harassment in East
Germany and Rumania.

And that repression has itself been met by public and governmental
protest in the West. In the process an old debate has been reborn: an
argument over the results to be expected from East-West -dialog and
the means 'best suited to obtain those results.

The Soviet Union, in particular, has warned Americans that our
expressed concern for fair play for dissent inside the U.S.S.R. endan-
gers the course of bilateral relations and the chances of achieving a
new strategic arms limitation agreement this year.

That is linkage with a reverse twist. But it is being echoed by West-
ern commentators who fear that the United States is committing itself
to a lost cause: the protection of dissenters who protest the denial of
human rights in their own countries and who seek there the recognition
of the human rights provisions of the Helsinki Final Act.

As I understand-and applaud-the statements of our Government,
however, I do not share the concern that America is acting either
futilely or foolishly. America has always stood for the ideals of civil
liberty. We stand for them now. Neither the White House, the State
Department nor this Conmmission-by our actions-seeks to interfere
in Soviet affairs nor to change any nation's internal system.

On the contrary, we seek only to further a process of understanding
between two very different and long-opposed systems. That under-
standing cannot be advanced on false premises. It requires full ex-
changes of views and objective examination of facts and circumstances.

That understanding can be promoted within the framework of the
Helsinki accords. Those provide protection against armed intervention
in internal affairs or the threat of such intervention. They offer respect
for national sovereignty side by side with respect for individual rights.

They require a commitment to gradual and orderly implementa-
tion-by all parties-of all aspects of the undertakings, whether they
concern an improved flow of economic data or an easier flow of people.
They may require more and more difficult accommodations from the
Eastern signatories, but they impose burdens on the West as well,
burdens that are not easily met.

As the Commission begins this inquiry, then, it is important to
recall what we hope for and when.

We hope for a sincere effort at compliance. But we realize that re-
sults will not come overnight.

As provided in the Final Act, we hope for a relaxation of restric-
tions on expression and on the flow of information across international
frontiers. But we also realize that progress will be gradual.

Most of all, we hope for a mutual willingess of each signatory state
to expose its record of implementation-its actual practices-to the
comment and inquiry of the other signatories. That is the dialog-
without false premises-we hope to pursue and believe important to
maintain. Through that dialog, begun at Helsinki, continuing this
year at Belgrade, we expect to advance the objectives of the Helsinki
Final Act.
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We believe that this patient process can ultimately make a solid
contribution to the expansion of real-rather than illusory-coopera-
tion and security.

Senator Leahy, do you have comments that you wish to make at this
time?

STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONERS

Senator LEAHY. Only this Mr. Chairman. I agree with your state-
ment that our Commission is important, not only to the Congress, but
to the country, and I want to note the fact that we are getting coopera-
tion from the executive branch of Government.

It is obvious that this country should have such a commission.
I believe that it not only enhances our own credibility regarding the
Helsinki accords, but encourages other countries to do the same. I
think that of all the things that we must be doing in the area of foreign
relations, certainly in the next year or so this is as important, if not
more important, than any other that I can think of. I appreciate your
comments and I look forward to hearing the comments of the wit-
nesses we will have before us during the week.

Chairman FASCELL. Senator Stone.
Senator STONE. First of all, Mr. Chairman, I would like to express

my pride as a Floridian in our chairman. People who have yet to
understand his strength are about to find out.

Dante Fascell is the perfect leader for this kind of commission.
His tenacity and dedication are going to provide results for this coun-
try and freedom in the world, and 1am proud of him.

I want to say that the efforts of this Commission seem to have been
met, and the efforts of the dissident leadership in the Eastern bloc
seem to have been met with two responses.

The first response has been widespread further repressions. The
second response is very interesting. It is a series of challenges to
alleged human rights violations in this country carried in the pages
of publications in Russia.

If we can convert the rivalry and tensions that have been carried
on on the military and power level, to a competition between East
and West in the area of human rights, we will all benefit.

Then people like Mr. Bukovsky who is going to testify for us here
today will be spokesmen, not against something, but for something
and we can all benefit.

I hope that this Commission leads into that direction where if we
are doing something wrong, we hear about it from them. And if they
are doing something wrong they hear about it from us, and people
benefit.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman FASCELL. Mrs. Fenwick.
Representative FENWICK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think it is

important what the Senator has said-and so true. We are not here
for or against any country or any person. We are here hoping for two
things: to make clear that when the highest leader in the Nation signs
an agreement, it is not done lightly, or for any other reason than that
it is to be honored. We must have in all our dealings more honor, more
honesty, more determination to do what we have promised to do.

Second, we are not against anything or anyone. We are for justice.
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Chairman FAsCELL. Congressman Buchanan.
Representative BUCHANAN. No questions and no comments, Mr.

Chairman, thank you.
Chairman FASCrELL. Thank you. I thank my fellow Commissioners

for those remarks. Congressman Simon just joined us. Would you care
to make any remarks at this point?

Representative SiMoN. No; my apologies, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman FASCELL. Our first witness today is an old friend. I am

delighted to see him back in this room and back on the Hill. He is a
distinguished attorney and former White House policy adviser to
Presidents Nixon and Ford.

In the last 2 years he has been the U.S. representative to the United
Nations Commission on Human Rights. He is an eloquent spokesman,
a very able and distinguished American. We are very pleased that you
could appear today, Leonard Garment, and we are very happy to'hear
from you.

STATEMENT OF LEONARD GARMENT

Mr. GARMENT. Thank you, Mr. 'Chairman. Members of the Commis-
sion, the hearings that open before this Commission-today are a sign
that something important has happened to the place of human rights
in American foreign policy. Just 11/2 years ago, the fate of political
and civil liberty around the world was not an issue for very many
people.

And those of us who did think and talk about it feared that there
wasn't much we could do except lament the decline of freedom that we
saw in most of the world's nations. This in sum is what I found when
I served as the U.S. Representative to the Human Rights Commission.

The language of human rights was regularly corrupted and the suf-
fering of millions concealed from public knowledge by official hostil-
ity or indifference to the issue.

That has changed. Right now the fate of human rights in the world,
and in Eastern Europe in particular, is a matter of practical concern
to those who conduct our foreign policy. Political repression is some-
thing we now think it not only desirable but even possible to do some-
thing about. We sense, in other words, that an opportunity has
presented itself to us. Some would call that opportunity small, but it
is certainly larger and more widely apparent than what most of
us expected when this country signed the Helsinki accords in August
of 1975. Anid because the present opportunity was so largely unex-
pected, it comes as no surprise to discover that we are not fully pre-
pared for it.

There is, however, time enough; and there is at hand an extraor-
dinary opportunity. For in June, East and West have an historic ap-
pointment in Belgrade.

Preparations will begin then for a meeting later this year of the 35
signatories to the Helsinki accords to review past performance and
plan future steps. One cannot predict the outcome of Belgrade but it
marks the beginning of a process that can have truly momentous hu-
man rights consequences.

It is therefore, a privilege to open the hearings of this Commission
by offering a general perspective on the history of the Helsinki ac-
cords and their value to the United States.
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At the time of the Helsinki signing 11/2 years ago, what was most
apparent was that the Soviets had succeeded in obtaining recognition
of their domination of Eastern Europe. For 20 years, the Soviet Union
had been calling for a European security conference that would legiti-
mate the position it had acquired in Eastern Europe at the end of
World War II. In December of 1969, NATO publicly called for
greater cooperation between East and West in areas from the arts to
the environment; such cooperation was something that an agreement
might make easier.

In 1971, we finally reached a quadripartite agreement on Berlin;
and our own Government judged that this agreement removed a major
obstacle to a broader security pact. In 1972, we told the Soviets that we
would link the beginning of a European security conference to United
States-Soviet arms reduction talks, and later that year the Helsinki
negotiations began.

Three years later our television screens showed General Secretary
Brezhnev fulfilling the Soviet regime's 20-year-old wish. The United
States and the Western Europeans were signing a statement of
respect for existing European borders and for the principle of
nonintervention.

Now we can also see that the Soviets did have to pay at least a
rhetorical price for the agreement; and that price was an affirmation
of some elementary human rights. As our negotiators knew at the time
and as more of us became aware later, the substantive issues of security
that the European conference addressed had over the years become
matters of less and less practical importance.

Other pacts, other actions, and the passage of time had taken care of'
many of them. Yet the Russians had evidently developed a strong
commitment to the general idea of an agreement; and by 1975, there
were special reasons for Soviet leaders to need that agreement quickly.

The price they paid was spelled out in the famous "Basket Three"
of the Helsinki accords. In Basket Three the Soviets agreed, some-,
times in fairly specific terms, to increase their recognition of human'
rights in fields such as family contacts, the flow of information, and
various cultural and educational relationships. They pledged them-
selves to honor these rights on the explicit ground that they derived, in
the words of the declaration, from "the inherent dignity of the human
person."

This admission, that human beings have rights which are morally
prior to the states and ultimately owe their well-being to something
other than the state, was no small matter for a Soviet regime that has
spent so much effort to proselytize against such liberal notions of po-.
litical morality.

When these Russian concessions on human rights took their final
form, many were disposed-and with some reason-to believe that
they were worth almost nothing. At the time of the signing, a jour-
nalist asked Mr. Brezhnev what he hoped the conference would ac-
complish;. Brezhnev replied that he hoped all the nations of Europe
would live at peace and "not interfere in each other's domestic affairs."

With prophecies like this, it seemed childish to think that a piece of
paper was going to have any effect on the Soviet's regard for civil
liberties or on our ability to force them into a semblance of suchb re-
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gard. Many thought that all Helsinki had done was to concede yet
another principle for the sake of our illusions of detente.

Now the time since Helsinki has been too short to permit any very
assured judgment on the worth of the bargain we struck. Yet, in-
creasingly I believe that on balance we have gained rather than lost.

First of all, the Eastern European regimes themselves, and the
Soviet regime in particular, have behaved more circumspectly than we
had expected toward Helsinki's human rights provisions. They have
not adopted a stance of consistent public contempt for the Helsinki
principles; instead they have shown a curious kind of ambivalence,
both in speech and in practice.

Their public statements have, on the one hand, insisted on the prin-
ciple of noninterference and on the idea that the state may take an
active part in the "battle of ideas." On the other hand, we have by now
a substantial number of statements by Soviet spokesmen affirming their
obligation to abide by the whole of the Helsinki Final Act.

And one can see at least some signs of this same ambivalence in the
Soviets' actual treatment of individuals who try to exercise their
rights of free movement and free speech. On this matter of treatment,
the first and most necessary thing to be said about the Soviet regime
is that it remains totalitarian; and as such it has little use for even the
most basic human rights.

To take just one example, when it comes to keeping families to-
gether-one of the most undisputed and elementary humanitarian
goals affirmed by the Helsinki accords-we note that the Soviets have
drastically restricted the rate of Jewish emigration from the peak it
reached in 1972-73.

We note that there is a huge disparity between the number of reuni-
fication affidavits that 'Soviet Jews request from their relatives in
Israel and the number who are in the end permitted to join those rela-
tives. We further note that requests to emigrate are handled in a man-
ner that is cruelly arbitrary to a degree beyond the easy imagination
of most Western citizens.

Soviet behavior on other issues of human rights-travel for pro-
fessional purposes, for instance, or the treatment of journalists-
remains just as much a travesty of justice.

But one must also say that we can perceive marginal improvements
in these areas. Somewhat lighter sentences have been handed out in a
few political trials; there have been some changes in the regulations
governing emigration and setting out travel rules for foreign
Journalists.

Given the enormity of the practices that continue in the Soviet bloc,
it is painful to describe these changes as improvements. With the
recent expulsion of an American correspondent, we have had dramatic
evidence of just how seriously the Soviets take the idea of freedom of
the press; and it is bizarre to discuss the changing length of criminal
sentences in a country where trial for political crimes is so common as
not even to be news.

a Yet it is a fact that there has been movement, even if it is equally
a fact that the systematic repression persists.

In the long run, though, perhaps even more important than the
specific actions that have been taken so far by the Eastern regimes is
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that the Helsinki accords have prompted new initiatives by Eastern
bloc subjects themselves.

One cannot have a precise sense of these tLings, but we hear reports
of junior-level officials reminding their superiors that the Helsinki
accords do exist and should be taken account of.

We hear of increases in applications to emigrate, and we hear that
some applicants explicitly base their case on Helsinki. We hear of new
private groups within the Eastern bloc countries organized to spread
knowledge of the Helsinki human rights principles.

In short, the existence of a formal, written document, to which the
Eastern regimes gave their public consent and their formal stamp of
legitimacy, has made a difference. The words matter, and are beginning
to move human minds.

Perhaps we in the West, who pay such frequent tribute to the worth
of ideas, should be a little embarrassed that at the time of Helsinki we
entertained such a low opinion of their power.

And finally, the human rights opportunity before us has grown not
just because of ambivalence in the Eastern regimes, and not only be-
cause of the response to Helsinki by Eastern bloc subjects, but because
even apart from Helsinki the general climate of opinion on issues of
human rights has changed.

Human rights are commanding more attention now in Western
countries, especially in the United States; and that attention is begin-
ning to make itself felt in the actual conduct of our foreign policy. It
is no accident that a period that began with the White House's refusal
to see Alexander Solzhenitsyn should have ended a short time ago
with a forthright statement by ex-President Ford that the White
House decision had been a mistake.

The U.S. Congress has begun to take a serious interest in these mat-
ters, and the existence of this Commission is one very important sign
of that. Moreover, the recent statements by the Carter administration,
supporting the signatories of Charter 1977 in Czechoslovakia, calling
attention to the plight of dissidents in the Soviet Union, and culminat-
ing in the President's extraordinary letter to Andrei Sakharov, are
cogent and encouraging evidence of a new willingness to use the cli-
mate of dissidence within the Eastern bloc to further a human rights
policy which goes beyond sporadic rhetorical gestures.

We seem to be launched on a new course. But even so we will have
to confront the shadow of old arguments that have prevented the
pursuit of a forward and energetic human rights policy in the past.

It may be helpful to look briefly at three such arguments:
The first is that the United States does not have clean hands, that it

is not morally qualified to lecture others on human rights, having not
only violated human rights at home, but having also supported repres-
sive regimes abroad.

Yet the truth surely is that whatever our own failings may be, our
record in the field of human rights at home-our laws and our
practices-fully justifies our role as a champion of these values.
And so far as our relations with other countries are concerned.
we have begun and should certainly continue to protest violations of
human rights by our allies, by South Korea and the Philippines for
example, as forcefully and consistently as we protest violations by
members of the Soviet bloc.
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- The-second argument is.that we cannot press 6ur human rights
concerns universally without causing embarrassment and difficulty for
Third. and Fourth World nations which need and deserve help rather
than harassment.

This I submit is a condescending, even a racist, argument. It assumes
'thtat the. people living in the developing nations neither want nor need
nor are qualified for freedom. This is not what Americans should be
saying., Rather we should be saying that human rights are an essential
condition of development,, and as universal a human need as food and
:shelter.

The third and perhaps most imposing argument is that our pursuit
.,of human rights may jeopardize the possibility of arms control agree-
ments. Here again the opposite proposition is closer to the truth. For
there is no treaty that.can ever bind nations without some mutual trust
among the signatories, and no such trust is possible unless the parties
show themselves willing to abide by common values and standards of
decent behavior.

The extenfsion of contacts and communications with individuals in
the Soviet bloc'is the essence of cooperation and security in Europe;
such contacts are integrally related to the reduction of hostility and
suspicion which are the threshold barriers to arms agreements. It is
:in this sense that the Sakharovs of the Soviet bloc are the West's best
early. warning system.

In addition to the old arguments which I have just reviewed, new
'ones are now being advanced. Thus, it is said that we may harm our
own interests not so much by antagonizing our enemies as by deluding
:odurselves 'by allowing an aggressive stance on human rights to be-
come a substitute for military and political strength.

It is also said that our particular human rights interventions may
make life harder for the people we are trying to protect, by causing the
*Eastern regimes to crack down still further.

And finally, we are warned, if we seem to be acting arbitrarily or op-
portunistically, if we seem to focus on one kind of offense while ignor-

* ig others that are just as egregious, we could discredit the .cause of
* human rights altogether.

I. do not think all of these problems are equally liable to occur. But
all of them are possible. Ard I think that if we make some effort to
understand why these problems may arise, we will find, ourselves pay-

* ing attention to some underlying factors of our situation that should
inform our general policy in this area.

The basic reason that we may have problems-that we may see
crackdowns, or. indifference, or attempts by our opponents to make us
pay in. other areas for what we say about human rights-is that our
major adversary in these matters is a regime whose oppressions and
injustices are not accidents, but a part of its very nature. Even for us

.to demand that the Soviets fulfill the-limited provisions of the Helsinki
accords is to demand that the regime participate in activities danger-
ous to its survival in its present form.

: ow there will be occasions on which such demands will be met. The
.regime is an opportunistic one, and beyond that it retains if not a sense
. of guilt or shame then at least a residual capacity to feel embarrass-
nient..'But such demands will always be met only as a matter of con-
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venience, and they will always provoke that special rage that comes
from having been caught at doing what is clearly wrong.

So we must not delude ourselves into thinking that any gain we see
will be permanent, or that the Soviets will refrain from trying to exact
a price from us for the acts of compliance that they do undertake.

All this suggests certain criteria we should use in deciding when
and how to press the cause of human rights.

For one thing we must take every opportunity to bring broader in-
ternational opinion to bear regularly and comprehensively on the mat-
ter of Soviet compliance with Helsinki. In the coming review confer-
ence at Belgrade, we should work to insure that future review sessions
are provided for, as they are not provided for now, to monitor adher-
ence to the Helsinki document.

We must, in other words, see to it that Helsinki standards are pub-
licly brought to bear on the signatories again and again, and that
knowledge of deviations should be as detailed and as widespread as
possible.

Second, in our own human rights initiatives, we should be clear
that while we care for the fate of Particular individuals, we cannot
meet our goals simply by temporarily protecting those people who be-
come enmeshed in particular instances of government repression.

We cannot assume that the struggle to achieve justice for individuals
in the Soviet bloc will perpetuate and expand itself. Instead we are
going to have to use the individual cases we select to call attention to
the nature of the system that produced them.

We are not dealing with human rights in the context of liberal
Western systems of justice, where miscarriages of justice are accidents
or aberrations and the force of internal public opinion in any one in-
stance can provoke changes in general practices.
. We are dealing with a regime that is by nature corrupt, and we do
not have the luxury of treating it as if it were not so, as if we could
speak in a reformist manner, as if we had a common language to which
to appeal in discussing human rights.

We cannot treat particular abuses without examining principles
and underlying conditions. We cannot refrain from saying each time
that it is not only the particular case that is at issue, but the inheirent
nature of a regime that routinely produces such cases.

Our audience in this, we must remember, is not only the Soviet re-
gime but the world and ourselves; wve must at each point make the
broader political argument that can move the long-range opinion of
this wide audience.
. So that is one criterion for our choice of cases and the manner in
which we pursue them. And the other criterion I would suggest stems
from the fact that liberal democracies are so increasingly in the minor-
ity in this world.

As we consider how much our human rights posture might antago-
nize the Soviets on arms control or how much our human rights goals
dictate one or another defense posture on our part, we should remember
that we do not have the luxury of pursuing our human rights goals in
a purely disinterested manner, wholly apart from the matter of our
own defense.

Though our strength may be no guarantee of individual liberty
throughout the world, there is not much doubt that our weakness will
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harm the cause of liberty. We cannot defend liberty well without de-
fending ourselves, not only with ideology but with arms.

It will not do to say that defending human rights has no particular
implications for the rest of our foreign policy. On the contrary, we
are going to be in no position to defend anyone else's rights in the
near future, not to speak of our own, if our seriousness on issues of
defense cannot be believed.

Certainly the rest of the world knows this and acts accordingly;
there is no reason why we should not know and act on it as well.
We hear talk of an abandonment of "linkage" in our dealings with the
Soviet Union. Yet there is an inescapable relationship between our
ability to champion the cause of uuman rights effectively and the ex-
tent to which the United States is perceived as willing to pay a real
price for the protection of human rights.

Finally, and because of the truly embattled position we hold in the
world, it is most important that we do not permit the setbacks we
will almost certainly suffer to erode our confidence in ourselves. It is
absurd to think that because the Soviets decide to toughen in a particu-
lar set of negotiations, or because they begin resisting our human
rights importunings, our policy must have been ill-conceived.

We have a very basic interest in the pursuit of human rights, and it
is an interest that far outweighs the temporary costs and unpleasant-
ness that we are going to meet in pursuit of that interest.

There cannot be much doubt that in addition to its worthiness for
its own sake, the idea of human rights is one of the chief and most
persuasive points of superiority that we present to the world; it is
precisely to protect our long-term interests that we should put this
point of superiority before the world, and have human rights on the
world's mind, as much as possible.

Of course one is going to have to bear costs for this; but it would
be suicide to begin thinking that each cost is a sign of the futility
of our whole enterprise.

With Helsinki, we achieved more than we had expected. We must
not allow those gains to be abandoned because of some lack of under-
standing on our part of the fact that we will have to pay a certain
price for them; we will have to choose our targets carefully, we will
have to organize ourselves and our allies for a systematic effort; and
we will have to remember to make our case as strongly and as clearly
as possible wherever we choose to act.

I am sure that this Commission does not contemplate any such aban-
donment of gains or slackening of effort. I am sure this Commission
knows that as it prepares for Belgrade it is moving toward what could
well be the most important opportunity to advance the universal ob-
servance of human rights since the end of World War II.

And I am sure that in your hearings you are going to seek tways
to make the most of this historic opportunity.

Thank you.
Chairman FASCELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Garment, for a very

moving, analytical and cogent statement of policy. Thank you also for
the recommendations and guideposts that you have given us.

We need to pay very careful attention to them. I have a question.
What was the most difficult aspect of your service on the UN Com-
mission on Human Rights ?
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Mr. GARMENT. I think that the most difficult aspect of service was
the isolation of the Commission and its activity from public opinion.
There was very little attention given to what the Commission was do-
ing and why it was doing it.

Chairman FASCELL. In other words, it was very difficult to be heard?
Mr. GARMENT. Yes, it was difficult to be heard and to make it under-

stood that a case was being steadily accumulated which inverted the
ideas of the Charter and turned them against the legitimacy of West-
ern democracies.

And not only Israel, which is of course a traditional scapegoat, but
the United States itself.

Second, there was resistance within our own government to the
presentation of forward positions because of the concern that this
would cause problems in other areas of foreign policy.

Third, it was a matter of concern that the flow of events, the attri-
tion of the position of the West, the way in which an accumulation of
words can serve to undermine the strategic strength of a nation or a
bloc of nations, seemed not to be comprehended by our allies.

I think it was this combination of passivity in our own policy, the
inability to achieve some degree of cohesion with our allies in dealing
with the problem, and the inability to communicate the atrocious activ-
ities of the Commission to the world at large that gave me great
concern.

Chairman FASCELL. You pointed out that the cause of human rights,
at least in the United States, is not anything new. It has been a matter
of concern for us for a long time. Witness our own efforts internally,
by law, and otherwise to advance the cause of human rights
domestically.

It seems to me from recent statements, the Soviets have-on their
own, quite as a surprise to me frankly-decided to push the cause of
human rights into the context where we think it ought to be-the
international arena-as a major factor of discussion between states
on all issues.

The Soviets are suggesting, for example, that it would cause trouble
in other matters, whether it happens to be arms agreements or eco-
nomics. It seems to me when they have decided to make that kind of
linkage, which is the kind of thi.ng Helsinki is really all about, that
we ought not to back off from it.

Mr. GARMENT. I think those remarks are much to the point, Con-
gressman.

First of all, we, I think, have proceeded on the theory that there
are certain truths which are self-evident. They may be self-evident
but they are not necessarily self-proving. That has been increasingly
the case in recent years in a world where the totalitarian ideologies
and variations of that ideology have been pressed with great energy
and intelligence in international forums as strategic policy.

The Soviets have taken questions of ideology seriously and we have
not taken them seriously.

Now we find ourselves beginning to recognize the importance of
human rights concerns, the kind of concerns that are the heart of the
Helsinki accords, particularly freedom of movement.

87-587-77-2
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As we begin to focus on these issues, we have the best -possible-meas-
ure of how salient they are, and that measure is the Soviet response.
And the Soviet response which you alluded to, which was to say these
are not trifling matters, these are matters of strategic concern-,rep-
resents a definition by them, by the Soviets, of the central nature of
these questions.

They are not prepared to yield on them. The strength of their society
is thin, the ability to withstand crises, economic crises, food, crises,
ultimately human rigbhts crises, is precarious, and therefore they will
make a real issue of our right to press for implementation of agree-
ments arrived at in Helsinki.

You are quite right that this has become a major issue. They are
joining issue not in the sense of finding a way of implementing the
accords but to discourage us from pressing for implementation of the
accords, and that is something that we must resist.

Chairman FASCELL. Senator Stone.
Senator STONE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator STONE. Mr. Garment, put yourself in the position.of the

Soviet leadership for a minute, facing what they would think to be a
-cynical world opinion or cynical world leadership and opposed to an
idealistic world. What has the Soviet leadership to gain, either do-
mestically or in the world, by helping their human rights situation
by not using insane asylums politically, by not using torture in their
penal systems in any way, shape or form, and by allowing freer ex-
pression of speech, religion and travel? What would they have to gain
if they did do what we are asking them to do?

Mr. GARMENT. I think the fair answer is that they have relatively
little to gain and that is why they are resisting co-operation. Were
they to give substance to the language of the agreements their internal
problems would be increased, the need to accomodate the human needs
of their people would increase.

Senator STONE. I did not hope for that answer.
Mr. GARMENT. Well, I am telling you what I believe. It is in our

interest to press and to take 'part in a contest of ideas and to take ad-
vantage of that part of the 1l:elsinki accords that represents our
strength.

-I tvould not try to put a gloss on the agreements by saying that it
is in the short-term interest of the Soviet leadership, a leadership
interested -in perpetuating itself in power, to give real recognition to
those provisions. I think if those provisions were literally performed,
if the Universal Declaration of Human Rights was scrupulously ob-
served, conditions within the Eastern bloc would change in a dramatic
fashion.

I recognize the realities of the situation are such that that change
will not take place quickly.

I certainly do not urge that this campaign be accelerated to the
poiht where an intense crisis develops.

The gravamen of my case is that we make clear through the con-
sistent articulation of our ideas in all appropriate ways and forums
that these -are strongly-held concerns of this country.-

And in due course, -I think this is bound to have salutary eff~ets on
the lives of individuals and on the relationship of nations.


